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Effects of Different Types of Plastic Film Mulching on PVY
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Abstract
ses caused by PVY. [ Method ] PVY disease incidence and disease index of tobacco filed with different types of plastic film mulching were deter-

[ Objective | The aim was to explore effective anti-PVY agronomic measures suitable for Zhaoyang district to reduce tobacco yield los-

mined, and the effect of different types of plastic film mulching on PVY was studied. [ Result] Through comparison of control effects against PVY
of three types of plastic film mulching during fast growing period of flue-cured tobacco, it was found that the disease with black film mulching was
the least serious type while the disease with white film mulching was the most serious type. As for average disease rate, black film mulching was
2.55, silver-gray film mulching was 4.39 and white film mulching was 6. 78. For average disease index, black film mulching was 1.361, silver-
gray film mulching was 2. 819 and white film mulching was 3. 889. Obviously, there were huge differences between the three types of plastic film
mulching in terms of disease rate and disease index with black film mulching reporting the lowest. [ Conclusion ] Black film mulching can reflect
light and drive away aphids so as to reduce the chance of contact between aphids and flue-cured tobacco and consequently effectively control

PVY. Therefore, black film mulching is a better choice than silver-gray film mulching and white film mulching in PVY control.
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Table 1 Control effect of different types of plastic mulching on PVY

PEECHRY 4

il e El;w izt Total number Number of kﬁ$ ﬁ‘%%'é&
finvestlganon Treatment of investigated disease plants Disease Dlsease
ate plants // B b rate // % index
2015 -05 -24 R o 600 29 4.83 aA 2.514 aA

BRI €6 7 7 600 17 2.78 bB 1.363 bB
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Note : Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant differences at 0.05 level
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Table 3 The determination result for quality specification of 5% acet-

amiprid EW
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Table 4 Control effect of 5% acetamiprid EW against Chinese cab-
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Note : The lowercase letters at the same column indicated there were signifi-
cant differences at 0.05 level
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